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REPLY BRIEF
Appellants submit, in triplicate, the following Reply Brief pursuant to 37 C.F.R. § 1.193(b)
for consideration by the Board of Appeals and Interferences. The Reply is responsive to the
Examiner’s Answer.
4 o
0 ARGUMENT
07 Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and 103(a
In numbered paragraph 11 of the Examiner’s Answer, the Examiner maintains the position
that Kishii discloses rinsing with an agent comprising hydrogen peroxide. The Examiner draws
this conclusion from the fact that “cleaning,” as defined in Exhibit A of Appellants’ Appeal Brief,
and “rinsing,” as defined in Exhibit B, are both related to the removal of contaminants/substances
from a wafer surface.
In response, Appellants first note that the limitations at issue are not directed toward the
removal of contaminants or substances. Appellants submit that the Examiner is improperly
replacing the term “rinse” with the term “remove” simply because some derivative of the word
“remove” is present in both definitions for the terms “cleaning” (Exhibit A) and “rinsing”
42390P7832 -1- 09/476,633



\\ (Exhibit B). Rather, the limitations at issue are directed towards rinsing with an agent comprising

i hydrogen peroxide, which is neither taught nor suggested by Kishii.

Specifically, Kishii discloses a chemical mechanical polish process using abrasives of

MnO,, Mn,0,, or Mn,0,, which are soluble to an acid, and in order to remove the residual

abrasives remaining in the substrate, Kishii suggests using an acid cleaning process (Col., 14, lines
53-57). Kishii discloses a suitable acidic cleaning solution containing HCI (hydrochloric acid),

H,0,, and H,O with a volumetric ratio of 1:1:48 (Col. 14, lines 57-59). Thus, Kishii discloses an

acidic cleaning solution to chemically react with the remaining abrasive products of the chemical
mechanical process, which fits squarely into the definition of “cleaning” in Exhibit A (e.g.,
removing contaminants with liquid chemicals).

However, conducting a chemical process to remove contaminants, as disclosed in Kishii,

oes not teach or suggest rinsing with an agent comprising hydrogen peroxide, wherein the rinse

does not chemically react with the contaminants/substances to be removed. Rather, the term
“rinse,” as defined in Exhibit B and used in Appellants’ claims, refers to the removal of products
with a solution containing water. No chemical reaction with the contaminants/substances to be /
removed is stated or inferred by the definition or the usage of the term “rinse” in Appellants’
claims.

Moreover, the hydrogen peroxide in the rinse is not meant to react with the
contaminants/substances to be removed. This is evidenced by Appellants’ specification, which

indicates that the amount of hydrogen peroxide in the solution is limited by the effect of the

hydrogen peroxide on the underlying metal layer (e.g., no reaction with the

contaminants/substances to be removed) (emphasis added) (Appellants’ specification, page 8, lines

17 and 18).

In light of the foregoing, Appellants respectfully submit that Kishii fails to teach or suggest

a rinse comprising hydrogen peroxide, as recited in Appellants’ claims. Thus, all rejections of

Appellants’ claims should be overturned.

42390P7832 -2- 09/476,633
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Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 112, First Paragraph

In maintaining the rejection of Appellants’ claims under 35 U.S.C., first paragraph, the
Examiner states that there is no support in Appellants’ specification for an ‘;agent” or “solution”
“consisting of”” hydrogen peroxide. However, the Examiner acknowledges that the specification
does contain support for an aqueous solution of H,0, (e.g., hydrogen peroxide) and deionized
water. The Examiner further states that there is no support for solutions that contain molten

’\jJ \7\ hydrogen peroxide, which is solid at room temperature.
a0

((6\\"‘) ;.@ In response, Appellants first note that, as pointed out by the Examiner, the specification does
R,,Y disclose “solutions” that contain hydrogen peroxide. Moreover, the specification indicates that the
ot
solution used to rinse the substrate is also referred to in the specification as an “agent” J;')J"z .
vl Ale

(Appellants’ specification, page 8, line 9). Thus, Appellants submit that the specification provides ?o"

adequate disclosure for both a “solution” and an “agent” that contains hydrogen peroxide. /
Furthermore, due to the nature of a solution, a solvent is necessarily a component of the

solution that need not be recited after the transitional phrase. In light of the specification and the

common usage of the term “solution,” it would be improper to read the claims that recite

T
“solution” or an “agent” as not containing a solvent.” Therefore, Appellants submit that the v <o\

rejected claims are not directed towards the use of solid hyrogen peroxidg without a solvent, as
suggested by the Examiner.

Finally, Appellants contend that it is Appellants’ right to claim the components of a properly
disclosed solution or agent in an open-ended fashion (e.g., comprising) or in a manner that
precludes the addition of other components to the solution or agent (e.g., consisting of) (MPEP
2111.03).

Accordingly, Appellants respectfully request that all rejections under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first

paragraph, be overturned.

42390P7832 -3- 09/476,633
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CONCLUSION

For the reasons specified above, the rejection of all claims should be overturned and the

claims allowed.

Dated: November 19, 2002

12400 Wilshire Boulevard
Seventh Floor

Los Angeles, California 90025
(310) 207-3800
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